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PREFACE

The National Commission on the Financing of Postsecondary Education devel-
oped and tested a framework to analyze alternative proposals for financing post-
secondary education. The commission intended to demonstrate the usefulness
of such an upproach and to make recommendations that would support the con-
tinued development and use of such approaches to poliey analysis in post-
secondary education, particularly at the state and national levels, The recom-
mendations of the commission, found in chapter 9 of its report, are designed Lo
carry out this intent *

In the process of developing and testing this framework, the commission also
identified and reported many facts having significant implications in the selee-
tion of financing mechanisms and proposals for postsecondary education.

This synopsis extracts Irom the commission’s ceport the salient points of import
to linaneing postsecondary ceducation, recognizing that the selection of these
points is from an entirely personal perspective and that this paper may not
necessarily rellect the opinion of the commission or its individual members,

The first section of this paper deals with the objectives of postsecondary educa-
tion stated by the commission and how well these objectives are being met, The
second seetion discusses a number of realities that have significant impact on the
selection of a financing plan 1o postsecondary education. Since the commission
hus stressed the importance of objectives to postsecondary education, its objec-
Lives serve as an arganizing principle in the paper.
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WHAT OUGHT TO BE AND WHAT IS

Every member of the Nutional Commission on the Financing of Postsecondary
Education had many reasons to believe that he or she had some special under-
standing ol postsceondary education. And, indeed, from student to college presi-
dent to congressman, cach did. Yet, the Jirst realization that fell hard on the
commission was that conventional wisdom about postsceondary education is
fargely outdated and creoncousty intuitive, the result, perhaps, of education
old wives' tales that may have held some teuth two decades ago.

Postsecondary education, like the eatire American society, has changed sigai-
ticantly during the past 20 years. To respond to this change., those charged with
the financing of postsecondary education must put aside outdated pereeptions,
look anew at the objectives of postsecondary education und examine the meth-
ods by which those objectives may be accomplished, Those who propose changes
in financing must be able to offer reasonable assurances that what they propose
will produce the intended results. For this reason, the commission and its staff
placed the highest priority on assembling pertinent data and using them to
analyze alternative policy proposals in a systematic way. By implication the
commission suggests that others coneerned with financing proposals and recoms-
mendations do the same.

The commission set as its fiest task the development of a set of national objec-
tives Tor postseconditey education. The commissioners diseussed the purposes of
education, ranging from a broad social perspective to the more limited perspee-
tive of the individual. from the one extreme of purely individual development 10
the other of manpower production and supply. Because the commission took
the view—alter seven months of study and deliberation—that the purposes and
substanee of postsecondary education should be determined by institutions,
students and funders in response to their specilic needs, the objectives selected
describe the character, sather than the purposes, of postsecondary education,
Three objectives were written into the law establishing the commission: aceess,
independence and diversity. The commission was required by Congress and the
President to examine alternative financing proposals in light of these national
goals. To these three, the commission added five it felt are necessary to deseribe
the desired character of postsecondary education in our pluralistic sovicty.

The cight resulting objectives were compared with those developed by other
commissions and study groups and were found to be consistent with these pre-
vious clforts. However, the objectives formulated by the commission do suggest
increased cmphasis on universal access, diversity (particularly in the commis-
sion’s definition of postsecondary cducation) and accountability. A broad
change in emphasis came from the commission's view that these objectives
should be importunt considerations in the determination of financing policy.
The importance the commission gave the objectives can be seen from its report
and from a diseussion of the objectives in light of what ought to be and whal is.

IS

I, Student Access.

Each individual should be able to enroll in some form of postsecondary educa-

tion appropriate to that person’s needs, capability and motivation. ;

In describing student daceess as a basic objective of postsecondary education, the -

commission asserted that there must be no acbitrary or artificial barriers related

to sex, age, race, income, residence, cthnicity, religious or political beliel or.
= ,Eﬁclucutionul achievement, SNSRI
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The comniission found that student access to postsecondary education still is
inadequate.
® The participation rate of students from families with annual incomes
under $10,000 would have to be increased by 50 per cent to equal the
pacticipation rate of students from families with annual incomes over
$10,000.
® Public comprehensive colleges, followed closely by public community
colleges, do the most to provide aceess to students from lamilies with
incomes under $10,000.

® \While great improvement still is needed, studem financial aid pro-
grams have improved aceess for low-income students. The commission
estimates that because of financial aid, 1.4 million students have en-
rolled who otherwise would not have attended. Students from families
with incones in the $3,000-86,000 range have benefited most from
such programs. Students from families with incomes in the $6,000-
$7,500 range are the most under-represented and have received con-
siderably less assistance,
® While family income level is clearly important in determining a stu-
dent's participation in college, at least two other factors are statis-
tically more important: the high school curriculum foilowed by the
student and the father's educational attainment.
® If « student has followed a college preparatory program, his chances
of going on Lo college runge from 70 to 85 per cent, while if he has fol-
lowed wny other program. his chances of going on to college range
from 4 to 30 per cent. Further, the greater the father's educational
attainment, the greater the likelihood the individual will enroll in
college.
® The rates of participation in postsecondary education for blacks,
Americun Indians and persons of Mexican parentage or birth are far
below the participation rates of other Americans, while persons of
Japanese and Chinese descent have extraordinarily high participation
rates—higher in fact than all other Americans.,
® Women are under-represented in postsecondary institutions, consti-
tuting 51 per cent of the 18-24 year old age group, but only 44 per cent
of undergraduate enrollment and 39 per cent of graduate enroflment,
Their participation would have to inerease by 25 per cent to equal that
ol men. " ,
The commission concluded its discussion of student aceess with a highly sig-
nificant obscrvation: Of all the objectives recommended by the commission,
student aceess is perhaps the most fundamental, for without access to postsee-
ondary cducation, the other objectives are reduced to empty promises. That
student access is not satisfactorily achieved is particularly troubling, for without
aceess it is questionable whether the postsecondary enterprise can meet its other

,objulwes

11. Student Choice.

Each individual should have a reasonable choice among those institutions of
: pousecomlar) education that have accepted him or her for admission.

“This objective requires careful reading. When an individual has been admitted
to one or more institutions, he or she should be provided u reasonable choice
‘among lhtm msmutmns ngdrdless ofthc lumon Lharged or his famlly mc.omc




I the student is admitied to a high-tuition private institution and a low-tuition
public institution, he should have a reasonable choice between those two insti-
tutions regurdiess of his personal financial situation.

The commission lound that:

® On the whole, students can choose among the institutions that have
admitted them, except the most expensive institutions.

® To asignificant degree, such choice has been provided 1o students be-
cause institutions have ensured that low-income students have an equal
choice with their higher-income counterparts. The institutions have
accomplished this by incurring student aid deficits, which in turn have
aftected the financial health of the institutions.

[I1. Student Opportunity,

Postsecondary education should make available academic assistance and coun-
seling that will enable each individual, according to his or her needs, capabifity
and miotivation, 1o achieve his or her educational objectives.

The commiission concluded that dropout and progeam completion rates are not
very satisfactory measures of this objective, but are nevertheless the only avail-
able measures of students’ opportunity to complete their programs,
{t found that: ,
® {ow-income students have higher dropout rates than high-income stu-
dents.
® Private institutions have higher completion rates than public institu-
tions.

® Black students have a lower comptetion rate than non-black students.

® Program completion measures are particularly inappropriate for
assessing student opportunity in community colleges.

IV. Institutional Diversity.

Postsecondary education should offer programs of formal instruction and other
learning opportunities and engage in research and public service of sufficient
diversity to be responsive to the changing needs of individuals and society.

The commission stated, “There must be great diversity in our institutions of
postsecondary education if all reasonable needs of students and society are to be
served. . . . Diversity, from the student’s point of view, means that postsecond-
ary lnsmunons offer u range of opportunity for mdwndual development and
!rdlmng for future employment. Diversity also implies renewal, reform and
n.spon\mm.s\ to students' needs for both formal and informal learning oppor-
lumllu

Thu commission LOHL'Udtd that diversity in postsecondary education is evi-
denced by differences in institutional purpose, the number and types of program
omrlngs institutiona) size and flexibility of leurning opporlunmca The com-
‘mission found that:

_ @ |Institutions have tended to become more alike in purpose rather than
divergent, and that recent trends to reform institutions are still very
much in the formative stages and have had very little impact thus far,

- @ Thereis a wide vanct) of program offerings within a large numb;r of -
-nsmullons ‘ '
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® There are large numbers of institutions in all institutional size cate-
gories,
® [ lexible learning arrangements are still in the carly development stages
and have not yet had the desired impact for the average student.
® A number of finance-related trends threeaten the financial viability of
private liberal arts institutions and, to the extent that they contribute
to diversity, diversity is threatened.
® The development of diverse torms and methods of postsecondary edu-
cation is to some degree inhibited by sources of financing, and it is an
open guestion whether financing postsecondary education through the
student or through institutions will provide greater divetsity.
® Greater diversity is essential, in the commission’s view, il postsecond-
ary cducation is to serve fully the varied needs of students and the
public in our pluralistie society.
® The traditional and accepted notion of higher educition should be
expanded to the broader understanding of education beyond the high
school expressed in the term “postsecondary educution.™ This should
be done to recognize the popular demand for, and participation of
millions of Americans in, forms ol postsecondary education not in-
cluded within traditional higher education.,
In this regard the commission found that “postsecondary education in the
United States is a large enterprise including more than 2,900 traditional colle-
giate institutions serving sonie 9.3 million students and an additional 7,000 non-
collegiate techaical, vocational and proprictary institutions serving approxi-
miately 1.6 million students, Postsecondary education also includes an estimated
3,500 additional institutions and organizations (serving an unknown number of
students) as wetl as a greal many other noninstitutional learning opportunities
(in which as many as 32 million people may participate).”
Recognizing the broad scope of postsccondary education, the commission has
adopted and recommentds to the nation the tollowing definition, cnwmpdssmg

the 2,900 traditional collegiate institutions and the 7,000 noncollegiate insti-
tutions:

Postsecondary education consists of formal instruction, research, public service
and other learning opportunities offered by educational institutions that pri-
marily serve persons who have completed secondary education or who are
beyond the compulsory school attendance age and that are accredited by agen-
cies officially recognized for that purpose by the U.S. Office of Education or
are otherwise eligible to participate in federal programs.

V. Institutional Excellence.

Postsecondary education should strive for excellence in all instruction and other
learning opportunities and in research and public service,

There is no simple solution to the problem of meuasuring excellence. Neverthe-
less, the commission reaffirmed the necessity for and desirability of exceltence in
every form of postsecondary education, and urged that the search for measure-
ments of exeellence be continued, as the search itsell will encourage \.[Torl\ to
achieve excellence, : :

"~ While there is uurrs,mI) little understanding of the relationship buluccn finane-

ing and excelience in postsecondary uducauon cvndcnuc Suggests lhat a strong
clallonshlp exists, ;
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V1. Institutional Independence.
Institutions of postsecondary education should have sufficient freedom and

Hexibility to maintain institutional and professional integrity and to meet cre-

atively and responsively their educational goals.

Current evidence indivates that institutions that ceceive primary financial sup-
port from a varicty of public or private sources are neither more independent
nor better able to achieve their educational objectives than those primarily
dependent on a single source of support. The relative availability or scarcity of
linancial resources, regardless of number of sources, is probubly the most signi-
{icant factor altecting institutional independence.

VIL. Institutional Accountability.

Institutions of postsecondary education should use financial and other resources
efficiently and effectively and employ procedures that enable those who provide
the resources 1o determine whether those resources are being used 1o achieve
desired outcomes.

With independence goes accountabitity. Independence and accountability must
be balunced so that the interests of students and the general public do not be-
come subordinated to those of the institutions. This is not to say that postsec-
ondary institutions have been irresponsible in this sense in the pust, but rather
that in the future they must not Jose sight of the interests of those they serve,
They must respond positively to the new expectations for accountability,

“The current demand for greater accountability assumes that the previous ef-
forts of fiduciary accounting and reporting will be continued and, to the extent
possible, improved. In addmon the new expectations for accountability call
for:

. Accounting for the use o!' tesources in relationsiip to the achievement
of specific objectives—tunders may want to know how much institu-
tions spend (including cost per student) to achieve an objective and to
whut extent the objective is achieved.

2. Demonstration that the resources available are used clficiently—fund-
ers want to know if the resources dre being used in order 1o achieve
maximum productivity; and

3. Evidence that institutional objectives selected reflect the needs of citi-
zens in their roles as students, society and funders—and it cannot be
assumed that their objectives are always identical.”

To sum up the commission’s study of accountability, the commission reached
the following conclusions and recommendations in this regard:

Commission’s Conclusions

I. The most usetul unit cost data for administrators and policymakers
are the direet, indirect and tull (direct plus indirect equals full) annual
perstudent costs of instruction tor cach major field of study, leve! of

instruction and type of institution,

2. Cost-per-student calculations are technically possible for most instruc-
tional programs at most institutions; however, the currently available
procedures do not fully reflect the complexities of those institutions
that offer a combination of instruction, research and public service pro-
_grams or u combination of vocational and aud;mlg programs,

3. Policymakers should not rely 50|L|) on annual per-student costs of
@ instruction for the dwclopmgnt of poh;; in posis;conddry eduumon.




Commission's Recommendations

1. The federal povernment should provide continuing leadership in enceu-
raging and developing national standard procedures, appropriate to
each type ol institution, tor caleulating the direet, indirect and full
annual cost ol instruction per student by level and field of study.

[ &%)

[nterim national standard procedures for caleulating those costs per
student should be adopted by the federal government to be imple-
mented by institutions on 4 voluntuary basis. Cooperating institutions
should receive linancial assistance to cover costs related to implementa-
tion of the interim procedures and reporting their cost information.
(The commission has suggested interim national stundard procedures,
which are deseribed in a separate staff document.)

3. Federal support should be provided for the development and reporting
of financial and program data to supplement and extend the cost-per-
student data. Examples of suggested additional financial data may be
found in this chapter. (Chapter 8.

4. The federal government should ensure that the data base assembled by
this commission is updated, maintained and made available 1o appro-
priate public and private agencies,

5. The federal government should support a nationat center tor educa-

tivnal information with the responsibilities and characteristies listed

in the text of this chapter.' (Chapter 8.)

VIH. Adequate Financial Support.

Adequaie financial resources should be provided for the accomplishment of
these objectives. This is a responsibility that should be shared by public und
private sources, including federal, state and local government, students and
their families, and other concerned arganizations and individuals.

Accomplishment of the previous objectives is directly dependent on the provi-
sion ul'adequate financing, and it will be possible to accomplish all ol the objee-
tives only with an increase in the present level of financial support.
® State and loval governments should provide the basic institutional
capability to offer a varicty of postsecondary educational programs
and services according to the needs of their citizens,
® The federal government should aceept major responsibility for finane-
ing pustsecondary educational programs that serve goals and prioritics
that are primarily national,
® Students and their families should share in mecting the basic costs of
their education to the extent of their ability to do so and to ensure their
freedom to choose among programs and institutions.

® Alumni, foundations, corporations and other private organizations
and individuals should provide the \'uppl&.m;ntdr) support that tradi-
tionally has been a principal ingredient in assuring high quality among
both private and pubtic institutions.
In the real world of limited resources, hard choices must be made about the
deployment of available financial resources for maximum effectivencss, Not all
objectives will be’ auompluh;d nor will progress toward their accomplishment
be equal. Complex interactions among sources of funds and among the. reup-[
,‘lums of the funds farce the carcluf study of fingncing patterns as a prerequisife:
, th; alio;atlon of resources, Thos; who ddVOCdlC 4 pamcular ﬁnanung plan_ y
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should be able to provide some assurance that what they propose will produce
the results they intend.

The key elements of the current financing patterns are:

® 1n fiscal year 1972, the income of postsecondary educutional institu-
tions was aboul $29.5 billion. OF this $29.5 billion:

20 per cent £35.9 billion) was received from students and pareats.

32 per cent (89.3 billion) was received from state and local govern-

ments.

27 percent (88,1 billion) was received from the tederal government.
9 percent (32,7 billion) was received From gilts and endowments.

12 per cent (83.5 billion) was received Trom auxiliary enterprises and

other activities,

® In addition to income to institutions, students paid an estimated add)-
tional $4.5 billion for subsistence und education-related expenses, in-
cluding room, board, transporiation and so Iorlh not paid to institu-
tions, Of this $4.5 billion;

$3.4 billion was provided by students and parents.
$1.1 billion was provided by the lederal government,
® The combined total of alf initial sources of funds for postsecondary
education (excluding opportuaity costs) results in the following:
Total expenditures in 1972 were $34 billion. Of this umount:

33 per cent ($11.8 billion) was paid by students and their families.
27 per cent {89.3 billion) was paid by state and local governments.
27 percent (39.2 billion) was paid by the federal government.
8 per cent ($2.7 biltion} was paid for from gifts and eadowments.
3 percent ($1.0 billion) was paid for from auxiliary enterprises
and other activities. {This exctudes student payments to those
enterprises for goods received.)
100 per cent ($34.0 billion) Totat

® The level and nature of financial support vary greatly from state to
stute and from institution to institution, and these variations must be
taken into account in developing effective nutional programs and poli-
cies.
@ |n 1972, public financing for postsecondary educational expenditures
at institutions amounted to $17.4 billion. Of this amount:
25 per cent ($4.4 billion) was provided through students.
75 per cent ($13.0 billion) was provided through institutions.
An additional $1.1 billion in public support was provided to
students for living costs not expended at institutions.
® [n 1972, when all income sources are considered at once, of the $29.5
billion total income to institutions:
85 per cent, or $25.1 billion, went to institutions.
IS per cent, or $4.4 billion, mnl to students.
® Tuition und other student fees have risen steadnly asa pcmnlag; of

total institutional i income from 7.2 per u.nl in 1961-62 to 21 9 per c;nl
@ 'n |97I 72 : : : :
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® The average tuition for private four-year institutions is currently four
times that for the average public lour-year institution.
® The vost o wttending collegiate institutions of any kind has gone up
rapidly oves the pust decade, growing more rapidly than per capita
income and, theretore, becoming an increasing burden to those who
must pay the cost.
® The federal government operates over 380 sepurale support programs
lor postsecondary cducation, adntinistered by more than 20 federal
ageneies. The amounts administered by the major agencies in 1972
were:
$4.3% 0 $4,090.4 million  Departnient of Health, Education and
Welfare
21.7%  $2,006.5 million  Veterans Administration
11.7%  $1,082.6 million  Department of Defense
9.7% $ 898.2 million  Department of Labor
42% S 1390.2 million  National Science Foun-iation
8.3% S 769.0 million  All other agencies
100.0%  $9,236.9 million  Total

® Eighty-cight per cent of all student aid came from the federal govern-
nient in 1972 (primarily veterans and social security benefits), and 62
per cent of all institutional support came I'rom state and local govern-
ments.

REALITIES HAVING IMPLICATIONS
FOR FINANCING POSTSECONDARY
EDUCATION

The commiission's study, and particularly its analysis of more than 50 alterna-
tive linancing plans, resulted in the identification of 4 number of realities that
must be considered in the development of policy proposals for finuncing post-
secondury education in the next decade.
® State and regional differences in postsecondary education and its
financing are so great that the development of a single national policy
for financing postsecondary education is impossible, if not undesirable,
® The development ol a rational set of policies for financing postsecond-
ary education in our pluralistic system requires an understanding of the
interactions that occur between und among:
. The demand tor postsecondary education services by students and
society. ‘
2, The supply ofposlsuondar) education services by institutions.
3. The financial support of postsecondary education by federal,
o . state and local governments, students and their famnlles and other
[ IC 5 conurm.d orgamzdllons and lndmduals
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ftalso demands an undcrsmndlng of the future impact on the postsee-
ondary education enterprise of implementing such a set of policies,

There is cvl‘dcnuc that we can understand these interrelationships and
impacts sufficiently to cmploy u knowledge of them in improving
policy decision making in postseeondary education,
® Enroliments have stabilized in postsecondary cducation and, unless
social attitudes toward lite-long learning should result in increasing '
numbers of recurring students, Future planning must be based on the
assumption that ¢nrollments will continue to be stable,

- @A substantial linancing and programmatic elfort must be mounted ir

o weare to fullifl the promise of ¢qual uccess to ethnic and racial minori-

ties, persons from low-income famities and women. To avoid placing

the primary burden for doing so on the middle-income family will re-
_quire substantially greater eftort.

@ The new 18- )L‘dl"‘old age of majority is likely to alfect postsecondary
‘ ,cduuuon in major ways that are not yet casily dctcrmlngd

N ‘Insulunons of postsecondary education will be under slrong prcssurc
o incredse their produunvn) to matuh nsmg Costs,

@ The availability of public funds for po»tsucondary cducallon is dupcnd
~ooent upond( feast; o . ;

1. The gwnonm wndn'uns of the nation and individual states. e
2 The attitudes of government officials and clected representatives
- toward the need for funds for postsecondary gducuuon in r»lauon

to other demtnds for public funds. e
3, The attitudes of elected representatives toward lhe opcrauon dnd L
o relevance of po»tsuondary cducation, L

. bo«.mal expecietions with regard to skill levels and individual dc\dop-

- ment are substantially higher today than they were 10 years ago, sug-
- gesting that universal access to two years of pOstsuOndar) uduutlon
- May soon bcwnu, a significant social dcmand

i »Thc Uss, (Ln\U\ Burgdu proju.l\ an ovcrproduunon of bauhulor $ dc-,i
Coprees rdalwc 10 jobs uqumng them by 1980 ) ;

Un;mp!o;mcn( dnd/ur under;mplo) ment dmong mdmduals \uth
, ,douoral dugrucs is currently substantial. :

@ Al dny given lud of ﬁnanung, assistance plans for target groups v :
o {such as grants Lo nud) students) are more ¢lfective for amr\rovnng\
 student access than gcncrdl student assistance (swh as tumon rcduu-

- tion). :

‘;,j\flnurcam in the ct‘lmwc pncc (tuition minus- student a1d) of‘ p0st-,, S
3 suondar) ¢ducation==the price the student must pa)—-—ruuh inde. oo

- creases in enrollment; LOI’\\U’N&L) durcusc» in the cﬂuuvc pmc r»suh
- inincreases in cnrollmcnt ;

:‘Inurgasud spcndang for s{udcnl brams. :F thz. c'(trdpoldltd 19?2 pat-q”,f
~ terns of financing and cnroi[nnnt continue, would result in propor- .
“lionately larger increases in enroliments in the private collegiate and -~
- ‘noncollegiate institutions than in the public \uwr. and cnrollmcnls in"o
“the public tuo- it colleges would not grow ich” as mlghl be

l: KC expeeted
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¢ II e I.mnl) income eligibility culmg for student grants were changed
rom $15,000 1o a fower level, the enroliment of students in the $10,000
to $15,000 runge would durcasg slightly, while the enrollment of stu-
dents in the under $10,000 Ffamily income group would increase, '

® Yxpanding student access to postsecondary education through in.

~cregsed student grant finaneing would require institutions to seek
supplemental tinancial assistance to meet additional costs mduucd by
the enrollmient growth.

® Financing policies that emphasize pnmanly inereasing tuition gen-
erally ure based on one or more of the following assumptions: .

k. There is, or soon will be, an ovcrauppl) of poatmondary ¢duca-

- tion services and degrees. ,

2. The poruon of public revenues duduaud to pomeuondary educa-
tion is too large.

3. Requiring the individual to pay for a larger share of his education

~ will bring about a better cquitibrium between: individual desire

for, societal demand lor and lnsmuuonal supply of pomeuondar)
educational services.

e [I 1n.1nung poluua that emphasize pnmanl? increases in student aid -
~generally are based on one or more of the following assumpuons

I. L quaht; of student aceess is not yet satislactorily achieved.

2. Inereasing the flow of tunds to postsecondary education through; ,
students will permit students to choose programs better suitedto
“their needs and, at the same time, cause institutions 10 bu.omc S
~More responsive 1o student and societal needs. '

8 F manung policies that emphasize primarily increases in general insti-
tutional support ggm.tdil) are based on one or more oflha, I‘ollowmg
: assumpuons

|. Enstitutions are laung severe financial dlslrus :

2. The quality and diversity of pmtsgcondary cdumtlon programs '

~are being threatened. e
3 Policies uimed at increasing \ludunt ACCLss (parlluularly for !ow- o
income groups) induce addmona! costs on msmuuon» nol pro- :
~vided for in any other way. ; o

2 Ilnanung pohuys that emphasize prlnmnl) muruses in uugomal‘
S ‘supporl to poslsuonddr) ¢ducation generally are based on the assump-
tions that there are specific nutional and/or state concerns that must =
~ be addressed, and that institutions ol postsecondary edu;duon haw’«l?c
' fuonsldudble mpdbllll) that can be dlruud at these concerns. o

.;:,(_h.arl) a 400 -page feport wnnot be reduud w 10 pages wnhout losmg 2 greatﬁ
~ deal in substance, contest and, therefore, meaning and interpretation. Further,
 simply the process of selecting these points as the most important introduces
- the personal view point of the author. Those interested may wish to refer to the
. complete commission report, Financing Posisecondary Educauonm the Unued-

"».Stalec for mon \pulllu detaily and lurther danhwtaon '
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